
“As a standards-based technical
approach as well as a preferred 
business strategy, the open systems 
approach serves to enable improved
weapons systems performance, lower
life-cycle costs, and fielding of
superior combat capability quicker.”
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D
r. Paul G. Kaminski, [then] Under
Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition and Technology, in one of
his many speeches outlining the
Department of Defense’s (DoD)

acquisition reform initiatives, said, “At
DoD, it’s our responsibility to make sure
that we always have access to cutting-
edge technologies and products. Open
systems help prevent us from being
locked into proprietary technology.” He
went on to say that this was one of many
reasons why the Department’s senior
leadership is thoroughly committed to
the open systems approach.

Because of that commitment, he formed
the Open Systems Joint Task Force in
1994 to establish an open systems ap-
proach as the foundation for all weapons
systems acquisitions within the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

A New Way of Thinking
The open systems approach is an inte-
grated technical and business strategy
that defines key interfaces for a system
or piece of equipment. It calls for the
project manager to…

•adopt standard interfaces; and
•acquire (not develop) components,

while still…
— integrating components; and
— using and supporting the 

system.

As a standards-based technical approach
as well as a preferred business strategy,
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the open systems approach serves to en-
able improved weapons systems perfor-
mance, lower life-cycle costs, and fielding
of superior combat capability quicker.

In an effort to broaden the scope of
knowledge and promote the use of an
open systems approach, the Task Force
provides training, workshops, case stud-
ies, assessments, and technical assistance
to Program Offices.

The Open Systems 
Joint Task Force
For the benefit of Program Manager read-
ers, the Open Systems Joint Task Force
Director recently met with three acqui-
sition managers to discuss the obstacles,
benefits, and ultimately, the successful
implementation of the open systems ap-
proach for their individual programs. 

H. Leonard “Lennie” Burke, Director,
Open Systems Joint Task Force: Over
the last four years, the Open Systems Joint
Task Force has briefed a lot of people on
the open systems approach, developed ed-
ucational workshops, and generally gotten
the word out that open systems reduces life-
cycle costs and improves performance in
new and legacy weapon systems. Yet, our
most compelling story is showing program
managers and senior project staff real-life
examples from programs [like those man-
aged by many of Program Manager’s read-
ers], where open systems are being used
successfully.

To further that ef fort, I’ve assembled sev-
eral people with experience implementing
open systems to talk about why they chose

ACQUISITION MANAGERS, MARINE COL. JIM FEI-

GLEY, LENNIE BURKE, DICK MCNAMARA, AND

LARRY YUNG MEET TO DISCUSS THE OPEN SYS-

TEMS APPROACH AS IT AFFECTS THEIR RESPECTIVE

PROGRAMS. 

“Our most compelling story is
showing program managers and

senior project staff real-life examples
where open systems are being 

used successfully.”

—Lennie Burke

Director, 
Open Systems 
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an open systems strategy, what obstacles
they encountered, what recommendations
they have for other program managers. Let’s
begin with a brief description of each one’s
program and how it incorporates open sys-
tems. 

Richard “Dick” R. McNamara, Tech-
nical Director of the New Attack 
Submarine Command, Control, Com-
munications, and Intelligence (C3I)
System Program Office: I represent the
Navy’s New Attack Submarine, the next
generation replacement for the SEA-
WOLF. The SEAWOLF was capable but
too expensive, so affordability was “Job
No. 1” for the NSSN. To make sure it
was affordable, we adopted a Commer-
cial-off-the-Shelf (COTS) and open sys-
tems approach to the ships C3I systems
early in the design and acquisition
process. 

We also established an open systems de-
finition development process in which
the Navy and industry jointly defined
COTS applications and specific open
systems standards and profiles that we
later used in our competitive procure-
ment for the C3I system. Our choice of
COTS and open systems gives us the
greatest flexibility to do technology in-
sertion downstream and, at the same
time, ensure that the NSSN remains cur-
rent, capable, and affordable. 

Lock “Larry” F. Yung, Chief, Com-
mand, Control, Communications, and

Computers (C4I) Product Development
Team for the Crusader: The Crusader
is a cannon artillery weapon system con-
sisting of a self-propelled howitzer and
companion resupply vehicle. It’s a new-
start program with both vehicles under
the same project manager to minimize
interface problems and to maximize the
possibility of reuse of hardware and soft-
ware between the vehicles. 

With regard to open systems, we spelled
it out in the contract. We wanted the
software to port between the two vehi-
cles; we wanted the contractor to use
Army C4I Technical Architecture stan-
dards; we wanted redundancy written
into the design so if one processor fails,
the function can be picked up by an-
other. From our perspective, there was
every advantage to be gained by push-
ing our contractor to adopt an open sys-
tems strategy. 

Marine Col. James “Jim” M. Feigley,
Direct Reporting Program Manager for
the Advanced Amphibious Assault Of-
fice: AAAV is a self-deploying, fully
tracked, armored amphibious person-
nel carrier designed to get Marine in-
fantry units from ships to inland
objectives as quickly as possible. Once
ashore, it moves troops and provides di-
rect fire support. Basically, the AAAV is
part high-speed landing craft; part ar-
mored personnel carrier. 

Two factors drove our decision to im-
plement an open systems approach.
First, we needed to keep pace with tech-
nology. To do this, we identified elements
that were technically volatile, primarily
electronics, and made sure the system

“It took an 
intensive effort

with industry and 
some critical item
testing early on;

but, we eventually
gained confidence
that open systems
would add value
and reduce costs

in our program.”

—Dick McNamara

C3I System 
Technical Director, NSSN
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FOR THE 21ST CENTURY. WITH UNSURPASSED

QUIETING, STATE-OF-THE-ART COMPUTER TECH-

NOLOGY, AND PRECISION TARGETING CAPABILITY,

THE NSSN WILL BE THE MOST ADVANCED

WEAPONS DELIVERY SYSTEM IN THE WORLD.
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design accommodated new technology
as it came along.

Second, we defined the elements that
would consume big bucks in the oper-
ations and sustainment phase and made
some choices up-front that would reduce
the overall cost of ownership. Open sys-
tems architecture made sense as a way
of addressing both of these issues. Plus,
from a user perspective, it gave us the
opportunity to provide the Marine with
a system that can be consistently mod-
ernized and updated from an operational
point of view. 

Burke: This ability to provide a state-of-
the-art system over the life of the system
and reduce life-cycle cost that Jim talked
about — was it just as important in the
NSSN program?

McNamara: Very much so. Submarines
take about seven years to build from the
time they are authorized to when they
are turned over to the Navy. If we can
build a system that delivers in three years
using COTS components, we’ve got
about three generations of technology
to go through before we assume owner-
ship. So, as you can see, technology re-
freshment prior to delivery is critical to
ensuring a product that is technically
up-to-date. 

We also challenged industry to stream-
line the system by using a fixed price in-
centive production contract in which the

contractor shares with the government,
on a 50/50 basis, any cost underruns
from their original production bid.
Under this arrangement, every compo-
nent the contractor removes from the
system’s design reflects potential profit.
The contractor now has an incentive to
sell us what we asked for, to reduce piece
parts, and to exploit new technology as
it comes online. 

Yung: We’ve all seen examples of sys-
tems electronics becoming obsolete be-
fore the vehicle is fielded. That’s because
we used to pick a technology strategy
early in the process. This effectively froze
the technology to the system. For ex-
ample, if we specified a 486 processor,
we stayed with a 486 through produc-
tion because that was what our software
ran on. Since so much of our expense
was in the software arena, we’ve learned
our lesson. Now, we ask the contractor
to keep the design flexible so upgrades
can be made easily as new technology
is introduced.

As a result of this strategy, maintenance
costs have come down; upgrades are
much more efficient. We also wait until
later in the process to nail down electronics
specifics; what took place in Generation
I before, now happens in Generation II
design or even later.

Burke: So far, we seem to agree there are
a lot of benefits in using an open systems
approach. But, I’ve been told by other pro-

gram managers that there are a lot of ob-
stacles as well. Let’s talk about some of the
difficulties you’ve encountered; a few that
come to my mind are lack of a defined
process, budget inflexibility, lack of train-
ing, politics.

McNamara: The biggest obstacle we
faced was ignorance or the perception
that open systems and COTS are just the
latest fad. As Technical Director for the
NSSN C3I System, I took a step back and
said…“I’m from Missouri; show me how
this benefits my program.” It took an in-
tensive effort with industry and some
critical item testing early on; but, we
eventually gained confidence that open
systems would add value and reduce
costs in our program. 

Burke: That’s a good point, Dick. In other
words, it’s not enough to include open sys-
tems in your RFP [Request for Proposal]
and just hope for the best; you have to work
the issue, invest some time and some money,
and have a plan.

McNamara: Absolutely.

Burke: Jim, what kind of obstacles did you
encounter in the AAAV program?

Feigley: We didn’t characterize them as
obstacles…we had “challenges.” One of
them was our ability to communicate
what we wanted because everyone has a
different impression of what you mean
by “open systems.” You need to under-

THE FASTEST, QUIETEST, MOST HEAVILY ARMED NU-
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stand it internally before you try to ex-
plain it externally. And, you need to make
sure your vision gets down to the peo-
ple who are charged with day-to-day re-
sponsibility of implementing open
systems. This is an often overlooked but,
nevertheless, critical element if you’re
going to accomplish what you set out to
do. 

Another challenge is that open systems
can be perceived as a threat. On one
hand, we encourage our prime con-
tractors to develop long-term agreements
with suppliers to help them improve
products and processes. On the other,
open systems encourages competition
so we can choose the best product at the
lowest cost. These concepts are not at
odds as long as the contractor performs
as expected. In fact, if the relationship
is working, the subcontractor has an op-
portunity to introduce his latest prod-
ucts; if it doesn’t pan out, the
government has an opportunity to
change. It’s really a win-win situation for
both sides.

Yung: We spent a lot of time educating
our people, both contractors and pro-
ject team members, using a briefing that
outlines what we expect in terms of open
systems architecture. Since we have dif-
ferent teams working on different parts
of the project – for example, one team
is evaluating and selecting the operating
system, another determines the inter-
faces, a third develops the electronic ar-

chitecture – this is an excellent way to
keep everyone up-to-speed and make
sure the hardware and software are in
sync. 

Burke: At the Task Force, we describe open
systems as an integrated technical and
business strategy. For example, Dick you
talked about how you’ve ensured that NSSN
technology will be up-to-date at time of de-
livery. Jim, you mentioned your concerns
vis-à-vis the potential conflict between build-
ing long-term relationships and encourag-
ing multiple sources of supply. Did open
systems impact your technical and business
decisions, and do you see the two as being
related?

McNamara: There’s no question that
open systems impacted a lot of our de-
cisions. Probably the biggest fear we have
is that our prime contractor will pick the
wrong standard or wrong path, and we’ll
be dead-ended. Open systems helps
ameliorate the potential of this becom-
ing a reality by encouraging our prime
contractors to develop relationships with
several vendors so they aren’t banking
on a single supplier to carry them into
the future.

We also let it be known that we repre-
sent a significant market; that second-
tier competitions will be run, and there
are certain criteria we expect vendors to
meet. For example, we need to be satis-
fied they’ll be around to provide support
over the life cycle of a system if we use
their product. 

More and more, we find our prime con-
tractors are assuming the role of “inte-
grators,” not builders/, developers. It’s a
different way of doing business, not un-

THE CRUSADER IS AN ADVANCED CANNON FIELD

ARTILLERY WEAPON SYSTEM CONSISTING OF A SELF-

PROPELLED HOWITZER AND COMPANION RESUPPLY

VEHICLE. A NEW-START PROGRAM, CRUSADER HAS

THE SAME PROJECT MANAGER FOR BOTH VEHICLES

TO MINIMIZE INTERFACE PROBLEMS AND TO MAXI-

MIZE THE POSSIBILITY OF REUSE OF HARDWARE AND

SOFTWARE BETWEEN THE VEHICLES.
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“Since so much 
of our expense was

in the software
arena, we’ve

learned our lesson.
Now, we ask the

contractor to keep
the design flexible
so upgrades can be

made easily as
new technology is

introduced.”
—Larry Yung

Chief, C4 Product 
Development Team,

Crusader
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like when we did “catalog engineering”
for analog systems during the ‘60s. Then
we looked up capacitors and diodes, got
the price, and ordered. The digital mar-
ket we’re entering now, because of open
systems, will bring us back to that way
of doing business. Our catalog is on the
Internet; open systems is the tool that
allows vendors to design and produce
timely and high-performance products
that can be measured and compared to
each other.

Feigley: We are constantly reminded
that business decisions impact techni-
cal decisions and vice versa. For exam-
ple, if we identify some system capability
we’d like to have but it’s too theoretical,
too volatile, or too expensive to get it,
our technical decision would impact
cost. If we make a business decision to
keep our options open to the greatest
degree possible by having multiple
choices for the system architecture, per-
formance could be better or worse de-
pending on our selection. 

Right now, we’re looking at several
choices for our propulsion plant and sus-
pension systems. We’ve taken the next
step and developed tech demonstrators
which may look alike on the outside but
are very different on the inside. As long
as the performance to the user is trans-
parent, there’s no reason why we can’t
use prototypes and other avenues avail-
able to us to physically demonstrate the
viability of the system before we commit
to one configuration over another. 

Burke: Good point, Jim. That also gives
suppliers an opportunity to incorporate new
technology, innovate to increase perfor-
mance at lower cost, and still meet that
same interface. If they know where the prod-
uct is going, what your performance re-
quirements are, they can better use their
resources to develop a better product in re-
sponse. This is where the real leverage of
open systems comes into play.

That leads me to another question. Jim, the
NSSN and Crusader program’s use of open
systems primarily focuses on electronics. Is
there a dif ferent approach with mechani-
cal systems you work with in the AAAV
program?

Feigley: The nature of mechanical sys-
tems makes it a little more difficult to do
open systems than with electrical sys-
tems. For example, there’s a conflict be-
tween open systems architecture and
mechanical systems as it relates to de-
sign efficiency. With electronics, boards
are boards, chips are chips; they won’t
get a lot bigger or a lot smaller, just more
powerful.

In a mechanical system, if you want a
certain part of the design to have an open
systems architecture — like the engine
for example — the choice you make can
mean there are significant differences in
physical size and weight, even though
performance may be the same and the
price is competitive. You may have to ac-
cept a little penalty from a design ele-
gance point of view as it relates to
efficient use of space.

McNamara: I should point out that even
though my main focus is combat sys-
tems, the NSSN uses COTS and open
systems to the greatest degree possible
on mechanical applications as well. The
air conditioning system is industry stan-
dard; the diesel generators are commer-
cial quality; and, although our initial
purchase of generators was from Cater-
pillar, our design can accommodate an-
other vendor down the line. Of course,
we also encounter some very unique
areas like noise quieting for hydraulic
valves. Even in these unique areas, we
try to minimize the number of variants
and stabilize interfaces so that, within
our own little domain, we have open sys-
tems products. 

Burke: One of the fundamental reasons for
using open systems is reducing the cost of
ownership. Yet, at the time most of these
programs are structured and funded, cost
of ownership numbers are just a projection,
which some would say are pretty unreliable
just because [most of the programs] are so
far in the future. Some of you have already
referred to up-front decisions and expendi-
tures that were made with total life-cycle
cost reduction in mind; how did you “sell”
yearly savings in Year 1 of the project?

Feigley: By making a case that the open
systems approach reduces risk. In any

program, there’s an element of risk; per-
formance risk, technical risk, cost risk.
It’s an acknowledged part of the process.
One of the best arguments we have is
that open systems can reduce risk and,
by extension, cost of ownership. 

McNamara: We did something called
“design to affordability.” With design to
affordability, we provided a set of com-
mon ground rules and then asked each
offeror to make some life-cycle projec-
tions for their proposed system so we
could compare each offeror’s imple-
mentation over the life cycle. What we
found was that approaches focusing on
unique, proprietary designs were more
expensive over the life cycle and could
not accommodate technology insertion
as readily as those approaches relying
on COTS and open systems.

Burke: That’s another good example of the
relationship between the business strategy
and the technical strategy.

McNamara: We’ve seen very different
philosophies in the application of COTS
and open systems. Both can be illus-
trated by what I call the “bathtub curve.”
On this curve, the initial expense of a
new technology is high…you’re right at
the top. Cost starts to go down as pro-
duction matures and eventually reaches
the bottom of the curve. When the tech-
nology gets real old, you start up the
curve again, up the other side of the tub
toward higher costs. One approach is
an off-the-shelf strategy, refreshing tech-
nology at 18- to 24-month intervals —
always buying the technology at the bot-
tom of the curve and making the de-
sign accommodate the new technology.
Other philosophies reflect a “push the
technology” strategy, which calls for a
very high investment in technology at
the front end that is intended to fore-
stall any need for refreshment in the 
future.

Burke: There’s a terrible downside risk on
that one if you guess wrong.

McNamara: Absolutely. Frankly, I was
surprised to find that such differences
existed. It appears to reflect a difference
in cultures in industry. One culture is fa-
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miliar with COTS and open systems, and
recognizes their value for facilitating tech-
nology insertion. The other is founded
in building unique products optimized
for specific purposes. 

Yung: In the Crusader program, cost is
equally as important as performance,
and our contracting process reflects that.
We select a contractor first…and then
work concurrently with them through
the proposal, evaluation, and negotia-
tion phase. Our people actually sit side-
by-side with the contractors, helping
them identify a concept that will satisfy
our requirements. One of the advantages
is a tighter cost estimate because we
know precisely what we’re buying; but,
more importantly, we can apply cost as
an independent variable (CAIV) as we
develop the systems concept, so we can
make those cost/performance tradeoffs
early in the program when they have the
greatest impact.

Burke: Let me share another take on this
from a program I was involved in called
OSCAR (Open System Common Avionics
Requirements), which called for adding ca-
pabilities to the AV-8B Harrier II aircraft.
If one took the short-term view of the pro-
gram, the solution was to do some minor
software revisions in the mission computer
to get the capability they needed. When it
was done, the computer would be at 100-
percent utilization for cycle time and 
memory.

The opposing view was to put a new com-
puter in the airplane and rewrite the op-
erational f light program (software) so it
would be flexible in the future. This was ob-
viously the “right” way to go but it would
cost more money — around $60 million —
and deliver the same capability in the short
term! Obviously we had some convincing
to do.

So we showed them the chart that accom-
panies this article [see next page]. Clearly,
if the Marine Corps Aviation didn’t care
about OSCAR after the year 2000, my ar-
gument wasn’t going to work. On the other
hand, if we did what we’d always done with
our airplanes – which is to add capabili-
ties, make performance changes, deal with
obsolescence – we could demonstrate tremen-
dous payof fs in the operations and sus-
tainment phase if we put in the new
computer.

The extra $60 million up-front would mean
that OSCAR would pay for itself in five to
six years. Using open systems and planning
for technology insertion, modifications, up-
grades, we could smooth out the upward
trend of spending that starts in the fifth or
sixth year and save money from that point
on and continuing throughout the total life
cycle. It’s a tough sell, but it can be done.

That brings me to another question: How
important is the ability to reuse assets within
a system and/or to go across a domain to
similar platforms and reuse some hardware
or software element on both platforms?
Larry, what about the Crusader? 

Yung: We just embarked on a joint pro-
gram between Bradley and Crusader to

THE ADVANCED AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT VEHICLE

(AAAV), CURRENTLY BEING DEVELOPED BY LAND

SYSTEMS, GENERAL DYNAMICS, WILL BE CAPABLE

OF TRANSPORTING 18 MARINES AND A CREW OF

THREE OVER WATER AT SPEEDS OF 29 MILES PER

HOUR; THE DESIGN USES A PLANING HULL PRO-

PELLED BY TWO WATER JETS. ON LAND, AAAV WILL

ACHIEVE SPEEDS OF 45 MILES AN HOUR, WITH

CROSS-COUNTRY MOBILITY GREATER THAN THAT OF

AN M1A1 TANK.

Digital image courtesy General Dynamics

“We think stealing

good ideas from 

others is the highest

form of flattery; 

conversely, we believe

the Marine Corps

mission requires us to

take a leading edge

system like AAAV

and backfit it or

spread it out to other

items and other 

programs.”

—Marine Col. Jim Feigley
Direct Reporting 

Program Manager, AAAV
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develop an operating environment that
provides all the services or utilities that
your operating system or application re-
quires. Our thinking is that if the two
vehicles share a common operating sys-
tem, the application will be transparent
to the hardware, and the software can
be used by both.

We’re taking this a step further by look-
ing at the Force Battle Command Brigade
and Below (FBCB2) software being de-
veloped for Army XXI, which the Army
intends to designate as its standard soft-
ware to ensure all systems are interop-
erable and users can communicate. We
are doing our best to make sure that our
contractor doesn’t duplicate a product
that’s already been developed. 

Feigley: We think stealing good ideas
from others is the highest form of flat-
tery; conversely, we believe the Marine
Corps’ mission requires us to take a lead-
ing edge system like AAAV and backfit
it or spread it out to other items and
other programs.

In our case, we’re looking at radios in
the Special Forces; we’ve taken pieces off
the Bradley and the Marine Corps’ M1
main battle tank. The light armored ve-
hicle is looking at items on AAAV that
they can use in their systems, and the
Navy’s newest class of amphibious ships
is considering putting our gun on their
ship, which means the ship and the ve-
hicle on the ship would have common
ammunition, common guns, common
spares, etc.

We’re seeing a strong impetus to use el-
ements we’ve developed for the AAAV
in other weapons platforms because we
are out in-front in terms of moderniza-
tion vis-à-vis other items in the force. 

Burke: Is that centrally managed, or is it
up to the entrepreneurial behavior of the
program manager to look at cross-platform
capability?

Feigley: In the Marine Corps, we have a
clearinghouse called the AAAV General
Officer Executive Steering Committee.
We meet every six to eight weeks and
discuss these kinds of issues.

McNamara: The Navy equivalent was
the Force Warfare System Engineering
Board. There are also a number of ex-
ecutive steering groups being set up
where program managers can say, “What
have you got that I can use?” Obviously,
open system in this context really be-
comes an enabler; the ability to swap
hardware, electronics, software, etc., is a
lot easier than it would be if you’ve 
got a proprietary system and/or closed 
architecture. 

Burke: It’s relatively easy to do open sys-
tems in a new start program versus incor-
porating the approach into a legacy
program. In your experience, is your strat-
egy different with legacy systems, and can
open systems still be implemented ef fec-
tively in programs with big sunk costs in
systems design?

McNamara: I’ve had some experience
because the backfit community for sub-
marines has benefited a lot from the
NSSN. The key, I think, is not to use
“sunk” cost as an excuse to continue
going downstream in the wrong direc-
tion. Unless a system is so highly inte-
grated that it simply won’t work, you can
pick a portion of your system, define an
interface, and then work backward from
there using COTS and open systems to
replicate or upgrade capabilities. The
biggest obstacle to overcome in getting
open systems into legacy systems is 

inertia. It’s easier for people to do things
the way they’ve always been done. 

Yung: How you sell the concept of mov-
ing from closed to open systems is crit-
ical. If you tell someone you want to
spend $60 million to do a block upgrade
so the system will be “open,” it proba-
bly won’t fly. But, if you approach it from
the perspective that the $60 million will
improve performance of the system and
— oh, by the way, it will make it easier to
upgrade from that point on because it
will be an open system — there’s a
chance it will be implemented. 

Feigley: In the Corps, performance is
important; but readiness is even more
important. You have the best of all worlds
if you can make the case that open sys-
tems upgrade performance, cost less,
and sustain readiness at the highest level.

Burke: If someone said to you, “I’ve read
every word in this Program Manager ar-
ticle and it sounds great…but where do I
start?” — what would you tell them?

Feigley: From an economic standpoint,
I’d give them the “Willie Sutton” phi-
losophy…When he was asked why he
robbed banks, he said, “because that’s
where the money is.” Look at the life-
cycle cost estimate of your program; see
where the big operations and support
dollars are, and start there. Forget what’s
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on the margin and go for the big stuff
that can really have an impact on re-
ducing total cost. 

McNamara: I would add that once
you’ve decided which areas to attack, you
should educate yourself on how to apply
open systems. At the risk of sounding
like your public relations representative,
Lennie, I’d advise program managers to
get in touch with the Open Systems Joint
Task Force. I know you’ve got workshops
because I’ve participated in beta testing
for some of them. Your literature, espe-

cially the case studies, stimulate think-
ing about how open systems might be
applied to other programs.

Yung: Nothing beats actual experience.
You can tell people how well open sys-
tems works, but they only develop a level
of understanding and commitment after
they go through the process. One of the
key factors, from my perspective, is hav-
ing a “champion” — someone who will
work open systems day in and day out.
I’d also second what Dick and Jim
said…identify areas with high volatility,

systems that will be impacted by ad-
vances in technology, or where history
shows the most upgrades have taken
place. Use those to demonstrate why
open systems is the right approach.

Editor’s Note: For more information on
open systems, contact the Open Systems
Joint Task Force:

Commercial: (703) 578-6141
E-mail: osjtf@acq.osd.mil
Home Page: http://www.acq.osd.

mil/osjtf

ABOUT THE TASK FORCE MEMBERS

H.
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The Defense Acquisition University’s
Home Page on the World Wide Web
offers further information on Acquisi-
tion Reform Satellite Broadcasts. Access
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dau/ arcc/
for the title of each broadcast, time,
frequency, description, technical
specifications, broadcast support
document, and broadcast evaluation
document. Users can also call the
Acquisition Reform Communications
Center for the latest information on
Acquisition Reform Satellite Broad-
casts: 1-888-747-ARCC (Toll Free).


